belong to conversational situations in which speaker and listener share a common space and time and hence are usually avoided in standard academic prose. Because of this physical situation, in the second prologue Heidi can tell the audience what they are "looking at," employing the dialogic second person. Indeed, both passages make frequent use of the first and second persons. The speaker refers to herself with the singular ("the painting I prefer"), but she also evokes the royal or professorial plural ("let's compare"), even using both forms in a single sentence ("whose undated self-portrait we see here, was, I believe"). The first-person singular reinforces the dialogic, stressing the interaction of speaker and audience; the first-person plural joins speaker and audience, enabling the former to speak for the latter.
In the manner of an ordinary conversation, rather than a formal academic address, Heidi abruptly changes linguistic codes and conversational footings, the latter being Erving Goffman's term for the alignment or relationship between speaker and listener. For example, in the first prologue Heidi switches quickly from an objectifying past tense ("Sofonisba Anguissola painted this portrait") to an informal direct address of the image ("'Hello, girls"'), a change so abrupt as to receive quotation marks in the script even though the same person continues to speak. Academic speech resumes in the next sentence, followed by a personal recollection of a particularly influential art history survey book that might well have been used by someone, like Heidi, who attended college in the late 1960s.3 Next comes another shift, the colloquial address to the audience: "Are you with me? Okay." In only a few sentences, Wasserstein has Heidi speaking like a professor, greeting the sisters in the painting as if they were childhood friends, reverting back to the mode of a professional art historian, offering a bit of personal biography, and finally posing a question seemingly in the ordinary language of her class. Similar shifts occur in the second prologue.
Throughout, the monologues assume that painting is the subject of discussion. However, the stage directions clearly state that Heidi is lecturing not before paintings but slides. Even in the second prologue, when the wrong slide appears, she does not break the illusion and continues to refer to the image as "this painting." Similarly, paintings belong unquestionably to their artist ("Cabot's 'Lady'"); that is, that which is viewed is understood to have been made by the artist. These statements are only possible if the slide is taken not as shadow, projected photograph, or copy of an original, but as the object itself. Illusions go further still. In the second prologue, the women depicted become actual people watching. They in turn prompt Heidi's musing about the nature of the art historian as spectator. In the conclusion of this prologue, the shadows on the screen are models for the art historian herself, thus completing the merger of object and subject. Finally at the end of the entire play a slide comes on the screen of Heidi holding her adopted daughter before a banner for a Georgia O'Keefe exhibition. Thus the audience's last glimpse of the art historian is as actual slide.4
Wasserstein's prologues serve to introduce and problematize the three agents of the slide lecture: speaker, audience, and image. In the play, as in the art history lecture, language is critical and replete with deictics. Less obvious are the tenses of art historical performances. Here Aristotle's tripartite classification of rhetoric is useful: deliberative, forensic, and epideictic, concerning things to come, things past, and things at hand and relying upon the future, past, and present tenses, respectively. Deliberative rhetoric and the future tense belong to the world of prognostic public policy and legislative agenda. These are seldom used by art history, notwithstanding the first and last paragraphs of this essay, exceptions that prove the rule. Forensic oratory and the past tense are employed to determine what took place and thus are the prime mode of historical analysis. The epideictic "has for its subject praise or blame" and is the present-oriented language of visual or literary criticism.5
Art history lectures, as in Wasserstein's play, normally move between the forensic and the epideictic, depending upon the relative proportions of historical detail and critical reaction: the more visual the analysis, the more epideictic the rhetoric. In either mode, language affirms the presence of the visual, so the slide, although a photograph, creates not the "perception of having been there," Roland Barthes's notion of the ontology of a photograph, but a reality that is there, Christian Metz's description of a movie.6 The projected image is thus less a sign and more a simulacrum of the art object, an entity that in some way is that object itself, or, rather, a thing in itself, a past made present, even as it is understood to be past-hence the rhetorical utility of the forensic and the epideictic.
In any lecture, the reading of a text permits multiple stagings of selfhood. The lecturer might be some combination of the actor/speaker, the author, or the professional/institutional/social entity validated by and through these concepts. A professor gains legitimacy through the cogency of her arguments, the acquiescence of the audience, and the performative frame that enables her to mold the audience's vision. Often, the verbal mechanisms of this process in the slide lecture are scarcely noticed common expressions, such as "we see on the left," or "if you look carefully, you may see." When the audience is addressed, as in Wasserstein's second prologue, "Notice how the tones move," viewers are led to see what Heidi sees and directed to the colors. Thus engaged, spectators are next affected by the speaker's application of a common formalist animation of abstract properties, the declaration that tones move from cool blues to warm oranges. By gazing as instructed, audiences are transformed into modernist spectators. On the other hand, when the lecturer presents the object to the audience, he may take another footing and gradually shift from looking at the object to speaking for it or its artist. From this rhetorical position the art historian can account for motivation and intention because he has become either the work of art or the artist or both. This ventriloquist act enables the picture to speak, to act, to desire.7
When I was a graduate student at the Institute of Fine Arts in New York, the great master of the art historical lecture was the classicist Peter von Blanckenhagen. His lectures on Hellenistic art drew large crowds, especially to hear about the Nike of Samothrace or the Barberini Faun. Seemingly without notes or preparation he would speak eloquently for an hour on each statue, and sometimes for it, making it seem as if ancient statues, whether male or female, possessed deep, rich, German-accented voices. Perhaps there was something of a German rhetorical tradition here, for Heinrich Wolfflin fifty years earlier had made a similarly strong impression on his students: W6lfflin, the master of extemporaneous speaking, places himself in the dark and together with his students at their side. His eyes like theirs are directed at the picture. He thus unites all concerned and becomes the ideal beholder, his words distilling the experiences common to everyone.
Wolfflin considers the work in silence, draws near to it, following Schopenhauer's advice, as one draws near to a prince, waiting for the art to speak to him. His sentences come slowly, almost hesitatingly. When many of his students imitate these pauses in his speech, they imitate not just an external mannerism, because they feel that these solemn effects convey something positive. Wolfflin's speech never gives the impression of being prepared, something completed that is projected onto the art work. Rather it seems to be produced on the spot by the picture itself. The art work thus retains its preeminent status throughout. His words do not overwhelm the art but embellish it like pearls.8
According to this description, Wolfflin positioned himself in the midst of his students-either actually or rhetorically, it is not clear-and joined them in staring at the image on the screen. By his gaze and his voice, the professor drew together audience and object, first looking with them at the object and then seemingly speaking to the audience on behalf of the object, the rhetorical version of the cinematographic shot/reverse shot. The author of this appreciation, the art historian Franz Landsberger, was fully aware of the consequences of this rhetoric: Wolfflin "unites all concerned and becomes the ideal beholder." The professor also apparently served as the ideal lecturer for his students. They imitated his speaking mannerisms, including an initial hesitancy that seems more appropriate for a seance than a classroom. As Wolfflin identified more closely with the object, he presumably used fewer deictics. Indeed, one major difference between an experienced art historian and someone from another discipline and thus less comfortable with the use of slides concerns this relationship to the slide. At a recent conference, I observed an amateur, a medical doctor by profession, as he frequently turned and spoke to the slides in his lecture. His language made constant reference to images that he regarded as present but also distant from him: "You can see," "there are a few features here." He spoke with a pointer in his hand but also introduced each image with the verbal equivalent, deixis. In another recent lecture that I attended, an archaeologist faced the audience and spoke fluently. But when he wanted to incorporate a slide into the discussion, he would turn to the screen and begin haltingly, "Well, this [hand waving]." The interjection "well" and the concomitant gesture are unsuccessful attempts to effect a transition from the verbal to the visual. Veteran art history professors, in contrast, assume from the outset that the slides are present and that the audience is looking at them.
While art historians conduct themselves according to disciplinary codes, audiences come in all types. Some are experienced and thus entirely comfortable with slides. Others, less familiar with the process, attend only to the speaker's words, ignoring the slides, or, mesmerized by the visual, ignore the speaker. When slides from a summer vacation are shown in someone's living room, amateur speaker meets amateur audience; in the university classroom, discipline and disciplined interact. At both sociological extremes, speakers make similar assertions to the same effect. A slide appears, and the lecturer comments that its color is not faithful to the original or describes the difficulties encountered in making this photograph, much like an anthropologist who, returning from the field, remarks about the journey, the food, and so forth.9 In both cases, the ostensibly parenthetical remarks establish the speaker as a direct witness, someone who has been there and has returned to tell about it. Moreover, when lecturers comment on slides, they tacitly make the claim that while all present may be looking equally at the image, they know it better. If, however, the audience should sense that the speaker is not comfortable with his slides or misrepresents what everyone else can see, his legitimacy is threatened, and the performance can degenerate into incoherence. For this reason, when an incorrect slide appears in Wasserstein's second prologue, Heidi shifts immediately from standard academic prose-passive voice, third person-to the dialogic second person: "Actually, the painting you're looking at." She thereby acknowledges the error and reconnects with her listeners, always a good pedagogical strategy.
Audiences experience slides in specific physical settings. Because of the dark room and the podium light, the speaker is spotlighted in strange ways and finds it easier to see the bright slide than the dark audience, whereas the audience can usually see speaker and picture equally well. The lighting level of the hall depends upon the technical capabilities of the space, but usually classrooms have more light for students to take notes and museum auditoriums less light so that the images can be seen better and at a greater distance. Regardless of its intensity, darkness, as in the theater, defines the limits of the performance. The darkness also promotes a closer, more intimate relationship with the image on the screen and at the same time renders the audience more anonymous. As everyone faces the brightly lit screen, the awareness of people nearby is diminished, and, for this reason, classroom discussions under these conditions suffer, the reticent student being afforded "a comfortable shelter" in the darkness, as the German art historian Adolph Goldschmidt observed long ago.10 On the other hand, that shelter hid more than the shy student, to judge from one 1890 report by a Princeton student. After the professor introduced his subject of the day, the lights would be turned off, the projectors literally fired up (this was before the electrification of the machines), and adventuresome students took the opportunity to steal away in the darkness." Those who stayed for these and other slide lectures had a good view of the image, as Herman Grimm noted with pleasure when he first began using slides at the University of Berlin in the early 1890s.12
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The status of the third side of this rhetorical triangle, the slide itself, is crucial. Again Aristotle is useful, for while he knew nothing about slides, universities, or academic disciplines, he did write compellingly about rhetoric and the arguments it makes. For Aristotle, the most powerful sign in an argument was the tekmerion, or necessary sign. He illustrated the concept with the following example: a man is ill because he has fever. If the basic fact is accepted as true, that is, that the man has a fever, then it is irrefutable that he is sick.13 Similarly, in the art history lecture, if slides are accepted as paintings, the normal state of affairs, then arguments based upon slides alone are persuasive, even if the evidence only exists within the rhetorical/technological parameters of the lecture itself. Such is the case, for example, when objects of greatly different sizes and from unrelated cultures are regarded as comparable because they appear side by side in the slide lecture. It is no wonder that art historians strive to get the best slides for important presentations. How the slide came to be regarded as a tekmerion, why art history felt the need for such agents, and in what ways these devices affect the rhetoric and practice of the discipline are questions to which I now turn.
Historical Practice
Art history is about two hundred years old, but only since the end of the nineteenth century have its practices begun to coalesce into normative patterns. Certainly an art lecture in 1900 was utterly different from one given a century before, the principal difference being the speaker's ability to illustrate and thus make present the work of art. To understand the knowledges that are presently taken for granted in the slide lecture, nineteenth-century developments are crucial. Here the papers given at the Tenth International Congress of Art History in 1912 are historiographically useful. While they mark a moment just before decisive changes in European society would transform more than art history in the decades to come, they also give evidence of art historical practices that seem closer to 2000 than 1800. Today, the best known of these essays is Aby Warburg's iconographical analysis of Renaissance frescoes in Ferrara. Not only was the lecture and its subsequent publication illustrated, but on this occasion Warburg showed a colored slide, several decades before such images were to become common through other photographic processes.14 The printed version of the lecture is replete with the markers of conversation-deictics and first-person pronouns-which can only in- Being able to speak about an image that is equally accessible to speaker and audience permits a deeper and more detailed visual analysis than was possible before photography, as can be observed in a comparison with the vaguer and less specific lectures that Sir Joshua Reynolds delivered to the Royal Academy in the late eighteenth century. In the earlier era, when art lecturers wanted to be more precise in their references they had few choices, none good. They might assume, like Reynolds, that the audience would have seen the paintings mentioned on prior Grand Tours, or if the material was thought to be obscure they might urge listeners to include a detour to an overlooked collection on their next trip.16 They could make careful reference to paintings in local or national collections, as J. M. W. Turner did when he lectured to the Royal Academy in 1811. Prints might be used, even though they introduced distortions and failed to convey color or the effects of light and shadow.17 Moreover, when prints or, later, photographs were circulated in a larger group, as Goldschmidt remembered from his student days, "they reached most students when the subject had long since turned to something else, and one had to choose whether to listen or to recall to mind what had already been said."18 In major centers some illustrative material might be of the whole Victorian era" before closing after two thousand performances in 1858. 25 In contextualizing the art lecture, Fawcett emphasized scientific lectures rather than popular entertainments, but the difference is not profound because scientific demonstrations had also become a popular form of entertainment and instruction in the nineteenth century. What science lectures of the period had in common were impressive props-experiments and specimens-that provided the evidence necessary to an argument.26 Some employed the magic lantern, a variant on the camera obscura and a popular apparatus that was invented in the seventeenth century. By the later eighteenth and into the first half of the nineteenth century, the magic lantern was being used to produce theatrical performances of magic and phantasmagoria, which were popular in Europe and America. Its special effects included projected and reflected images, painted slides, smoke, and so on, often designed to simulate ghostly horrors, and the phantasmagoria has been interpreted as a precursor of pop- The Slide Lecture ular cinema.27 But the magic lantern was also employed for various subjects from the comic to the scientific.28 Charles Dickens describes an astronomy lecture that he was compelled to attend in his youth on his birthday. A "low-spirited gentleman" brandishing a "wand," spoke in the dark about the stars, using transparencies of the stars projected onto the screen and "tapping away at the heavenly bodies ... like a wearisome woodpecker." The young Dickens promptly fell asleep, waking "cross, and still the gentleman was going on in the dark ... cyphering away about planes of orbits."29
The problem of soporific speakers thus has a long history, but what is noteworthy about the dramaturgy of these nineteenth-century performances is that they display several features of the later slide lecture: speaker or narrator with a wand; stage; diverse audiences, both popular and elite; and darkness in the case of the magic lantern shows. All that is missing is a simulation of the artwork to compare with the presence and reality of a scientific experiment or the terrifying illusion of the phantasmagorical demonstrations. It was the photograph, of course, that made the difference and provided evidence so powerful that for Andre Malraux, "the history of art has been the history of that which can be photo- detached from history, as Grimm favored; it is also divorced from neighboring images, attendant sights, sounds, or smells, and the community, traditions, and functions of the original.
Slides, even more than photographs, change artworks into what Fawcett correctly termed "visual facts" or what Lady Eastlake described as "facts of the most sterling and stubborn kind."58 It is this move that also brings art history closer to other more positivistic, inductive disciplines of the nineteenth century and thereby makes relevant Mary Poovey's recent book about the transformations in the study of economics, statistics, and social sciences. For her, the quintessential modern facts are numbers because "they have come to seem preinterpretative or even somehow noninterpretative at the same time that they have become the bedrock of systematic knowledge."59
The reliance on similar factual entities-the artwork as photograph and slide-has long rendered art history and its lectures evocative and persuasive. And use of photographic slides has had the not insignificant effect of increasing the demand for art history lectures in universities and museums. Once, artists and genteel antiquarians wrote and lectured about art, which artists reproduced in engravings and lithographs. Then, from the late nineteenth century, art historians and photographers prevailed, as Reynolds and Turner and the makers of drawings and prints gave way to Warburg and Wolfflin and hosts of anonymous photographers.60 A division of labor and education eventually led to a distinction between the creation and the analysis of a work of art, a process that for this and other reasons continues in the present day division of departments of art into art history and fine or studio art.
If regarded unselfconsciously as disciplinary bedrock, photographs and slides of artworks inhibit conversations with other disciplines and impede the utilization of critical theories. Moreover, through its simulation of objects, the art history lecture creates replications of the past and as such is yet another step in a long process of translation or dislocation. First the work of art was removed from its original context, either to a museum or to the status of public monument; then it was replicated in photographic archives and illustrated books and through slides reanimated in myriad classrooms. For several generations these processes have remained stable, even if historical and cultural contexts have varied greatly. Over the same period, slide lectures, art historical pedagogy, and the photographic technology that supports both have also changed little. 
